ABSTRACT
REFLECTIVE EVALUATION OF EFL TEACHERS VERSUS THEIR STUDENTS' EVALUTION

INTRODUCTION
Background of the Study
It is undeniable that quality education must be supported by quality teachers since teachers play an important role in determining students' success. The importance of teachers' role can be clearly seen in English Teaching, for example; an English teacher functions as a guide as well as a model for their students. Teachers, therefore, should consistently improve themselves to be professional teachers and both teachers and students should always be life-long learners.
In doing their jobs teachers need feedback or evaluation from the institution, superior, peers and students. In reality, however, there are teachers who do not like evaluation although evaluation is crucial because it can suggest how teachers might change certain attitudes or teaching techniques to improve their teaching performance. Besides, evaluation also gives feedback to teachers so that they know what is expected of them -what they are doing well and how they might improve themselves. Moreover, evaluation is usually closely related to the financial reward teachers will get. In this instance, evaluation can boost teachers' morale since they should be rewarded for above average or excellent performance. This is what teachers in Indonesia are now experiencing; they are evaluated and if they pass the evaluation, they will be granted a teacher certification ('sertifikasi guru / dosen'). This certification includes self-evaluation, evaluation from the superior, peers and students, the consistency among which will determine whether or not teachers pass the certification.
The study is meant firstly to find out the relationship between self-evaluation of EFL teachers and evaluation from their different-three-semester students. The self-evaluation in this study refers to the reflection of the values EFL teachers hold in their teaching while the evaluation from the students are taken from on-line questionnaire filled in for three consecutive semesters. Secondly, this paper discusses which skills of teachers, whether hard or soft skills, get higher or lower scores of evaluation from their students.
Research Questions:
In short, the paper wants to answer the following questions: (1) Is there a change in the teaching-value grading along with teaching experience?, (2) Do teachers getting high / low rating performance from their students hold the same values?, (3) What skills -hard or soft skills -of teachers are graded lower / higher by students?, (4) Do teachers teaching big classes get higher / lower rating performance from their students compared to those teaching small classes?
Literature Review
Teaching and learning process is a life-long business. It is there when someone is born to the world and it goes on and on until he / she has to leave the world. In its formal context teaching and learning process is conventionally done in the classroom, under the roof, in a building. However, with the advancement of technology, it is now not limited to the four-wall room. We are now accustomed to the on-line learning since internet technology has reached remote areas all over the world. Therefore, nowadays people can learn something new easily; it is only as simple as pushing the button of the keyboard and a huge bundle of information will pop up in front of our eyes in a split of second. In this instance, USAID and the local Indonesian government have funded a coaching program for teachers to use technology. According to Mortiboys (2005:2) , "conventionally, a teacher brings two things to the classroom that are of value to the learners. One is expertise in the subject, whether it is basic mathematics, leadership in business or the novels of Thomas Hardy. The other is knowledge of learning and teaching methods -a teacher's pedagogy, such as how to structure the content being presented, how to encourage participation by learners, use of materials and so on." Furthermore, he suggests that the third thing should be emotional intelligence. Teachers must be emotionally intelligent in their teaching because by being emotionally intelligent they have no difficulty in interacting with and motivating their learners. Therefore Mortiboys (2005:3) suggests that emotional intelligence be reflected in teacher training courses at all levels and be included in every teacher's development.
What are the characteristics of a good teacher, then? In the paper, a teacher meant is only limited to an English teacher. Allen (1980) in Brown (2001:429) offers the following list of characteristics of good ESL teachers: (1) Competent preparation leading to a degree in TESL, (2) A love of the English language, (3) Critical thinking, (4) The persistent urge to upgrade oneself, (5) Selfsubordination, (6) Readiness to go the extra mile, (7) Cultural adaptability, (8) Professional citizenship, (9) A feeling of excitement about one's work.
When the previous list is observed, it can be seen that half of it is about values or soft skills of teachers, for example a love of the English language, the persistent urge to upgrade oneself, and a feeling of excitement about one's work. This also means that soft skills of English teachers have already been counted in their career since a long time ago. Nowadays soft skills or interpersonal skills or social skills are known as emotional intelligence or at least part of emotional intelligence. Brown himself (2001: 430, • Understands the linguistic systems of English phonology, grammar, and discourse.
• Comprehensively grasps basic principles of language learning and teaching.
• Has fluent competence in speaking, writing, listening to, and reading English.
• Knows through experience what it is like to learn a foreign language.
• Understands the close connection between language and culture.
• Keeps up with the field through regular reading and conference/workshop attendance.
Pedagogical Skills
• Has a well-thought-out, informed approach to language teaching.
• Understands and uses a wide variety of techniques.
• Efficiently designs and executes lesson plans.
• Monitors lessons as they unfold and makes effective mid-lesson alterations.
• Effectively perceives students' linguistic needs.
• Gives optimal feedback to students.
• Stimulates interaction, cooperation, and teamwork in the classroom.
• Uses appropriate principles of classroom management.
• Uses effective, clear presentation skills.
• Creatively adapts textbook material and other audio, visual, and mechanical aids.
• Innovatively creates brand-new materials when needed.
• Uses interactive, intrinsically motivating techniques to create effective tests.
Good Language-Teaching Characteristics Interpersonal Skills
• Is aware of cross-cultural differences and is sensitive to students' cultural traditions.
• Enjoys people; shows enthusiasm, warmth, rapport, and appropriate humor.
• Values the opinions and abilities of students.
• Is patient in working with students of lesser ability.
• Offers challenges to students of exceptionally high ability.
• Cooperates harmoniously and candidly with colleagues (fellow teachers).
• Seeks opportunities to share thoughts, ideas, and techniques with colleagues.
Personal Qualities
• Is well organized, conscientious in meeting commitments, and dependable.
• Is flexible when things go awry.
• Maintains an inquisitive mind in trying out new ways of teaching.
• Sets short-term and long-term goals for continued professional growth.
• Maintains and exemplifies high ethical and moral standards
It can be clearly seen from both previous lists that a good language teacher should have two things: hard skills and soft skills, the latter of which is closely related to what is defined as emotional intelligence as quoted by Singh (2006) , among others: "Emotional intelligence is the ability to perceive emotions, to access and generate emotions so as to assist thought, to understand emotions and emotional knowledge, and to reflectively regulate emotions so as to promote emotional and intellectual growth" (Mayer & Salovey, 1997).
"Emotional intelligence reflects one's ability to deal with daily environment challenges and helps predict one's success in life, including professional and personal pursuits" (Bar-On, 1997).
"Emotional intelligence is the capacity for recognizing our own feelings and those of others, for motivating ourselves, and for managing emotions well in ourselves and in our relationships. Emotional intelligence describes abilities distinct from, but complementary to, academic intelligence or the purely cognitive capacities measured by IQ" (Goleman, 1998) . "Emotional intelligence is the ability of an individual to appropriately and successfully respond to a vast variety of emotional stimuli being elicited from the inner self and immediate environment" (Singh, 2003) .
From the previous definitions, it can be concluded that emotional intelligence is someone's ability to respond to anything in emotionally appropriate manner and to manage his/her emotions. In the implementation of emotional intelligence in the working field, some research have reported that there is a positive relationship between emotional intelligence, social intelligence and job performance (Hopkins & Bilimora, 2007 , Bar-On, 2010 . Moreover, for years Bar-On has done some research whose result depicts that emotional intelligence consistently shows that it has a highly significant relationship with someone's performance in his work (Bar-On, 2010).
English teachers, in this case, can be assumed as employees in an educational institution and they are also expected to have a good emotional intelligence so that they can 'produce' quality students through quality teaching and learning process. Singh did a research in India in 2003 and found out that different professions need different rank of emotional intelligence. Out of 18 professions evaluated, teachers get the fifth rank, which means that teachers need a high emotional intelligence.
Another research was also done by Ghanizadeh & Moafian (2009) , which involved 89 English teachers in several language institutes in Mashhad, Iran. The result shows that there is a positive and significant correlation between emotional intelligence of the English teachers and their teaching performance. The teachers were evaluated by their-826 students who filled in a questionnaire 'Characteristics of successful EFL teachers'.
This study is in fact simpler than the previously mentioned research. It does not cover every item of emotional intelligence; it only covers values, which is included in self-awareness as part of emotional intelligence (Goleman, 1998) . The questionnaire used to evaluate the English teachers' performance is divided into two big items: hard skills and soft skills of teachers. In the study teachers are considered good when they get at least an average score of 3, on a 4-point scale. The score is relatively lower than that implemented at Montana State, which requires a faculty member an average score of 3.6, on a 4-point scale, to qualify for a pay raise. "To get scores this high," Professor Trout said, "I have to make a lot of students happy." To make students happy, he should be careful about the amount of work he instructs the students to do, about his expectations for student performance, and about the standards he set for scoring the students' work. (Trout, 2000 in Schultz & Schultz, 2010 . Moreover, "research on student evaluations shows that students consistently assign low ratings to teachers who set high standards and strict course requirements." (Schultz & Schultz, 2010:108) . Even though the result of the research on student evaluations may be true, this is not included in the analysis of the study. It is perhaps a topic that will be worth for further research.
Context and Participants
The research project was carried out at a private university located in West Jakarta. There were twenty-seven lecturers teaching English to various departments in the university volunteering to be the participants. They were given a list of twelve values to grade according to the order of importance and they were asked to answer some questions on the grading of the values. The lecturers were asked to do value grading and answering questions for two times; the first was in October 2009 and the second was in June 2010. The list of values was given in different format; the first was randomly written without any description (see appendix A) but the second was written in alphabetical order with some description of the words (see appendix B). The first grading will be compared to the second one to see whether or not there is a change between them. The classes the lecturers taught, the total of which were 281 classes, were classified into three categories: small classes of the English Department having less than 50 students, small classes of non-English Departments with less than 50 students, and big classes of non-English Departments having more than 50 students. Besides lecturers, the research also involved the first until the seventh semester students, the total of which was 8,944 students taught by the lecturers for three semesters, from odd semester of the 2008/2009 academic year until odd semester of the 2009/2010 academic year (September 2008 -June 2010 . The students of non-English Departments had a two-credit English course per semester while the English Department students had various content courses held in English, such as Literature, Linguistics, and Language Skills, all of which were either two or four credits per semester. One semester consists of thirteen meetings (mid-semester and final-semester exams are not included). The students met once a week for a hundred minutes when they took a two-credit course and two hundred minutes for a fourcredit course per meeting. During 8 th -10 th meeting the students were asked to fill in an on-line questionnaire on their teacher performance every semester. The questionnaire consists of 8 questions; questions 1 -4 are meant to evaluate the lecturers' hard skills and questions 5 -8 are evaluation questions for soft skills.
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
After the data of teaching values were collected, they were analyzed and the result can be seen in the Table 1 From the previous tables, it can be seen that there is a change in the grading of values. When lecturers were given the first list of values, which was randomly written, Expertise got the biggest points (22 points), which means that twenty-two lecturers (81%) selected Expertise as the 1 st , 2 nd , and 3 rd rank of importance to them, while Enthusiasm and Reliability were in the second and third position having 15 and 12 points each. Coincidentally the values written in the first, second and third rows are the values selected by most lecturers; Expertise is in the first row, Reliability in the second row, and Enthusiasm in the third row (see appendix A). Table 1 and 2 show that there is a change of value grading when the first-given list is compared to the second-given list, which was alphabetically written (see appendix B). Even though the order of importance changes, the three values selected for the second time remain the same (Expertise, Enthusiasm, and Reliability). This time there is an additional value as the second rank: Attentiveness. Expertise and Enthusiasm are in the same rank, which is the first order of importance having 18 points each, meaning that eighteen lecturers (67%) selected the two values as the most important values in their teaching. Thus the lecturers regarded hard skills (Expertise) as important as soft skills (Enthusiasm) in their teaching. Furthermore the study also reveals how values relate to teaching experience. Table 3 , 4, and 5 contains the classification of the participants in the study based on their teaching experience: The following tables show the relationship between teaching values and teaching experience. From tables 4 and 5, it is depicted that the longer the teachers teach, the less important Expertise is for them. It appears that teachers are getting more and more aware that Expertise is not the only thing a teacher should master. In table 5 we can see that Enthusiasm and Expertise were selected by the same number of teachers, whether they are 'junior' or 'senior' in their teaching experience, meaning that all of them considered the two values as the most important ones in their teaching. Besides, the longer they teach the more teachers agreed to have Attentiveness as the second important value in their teaching. This fact possibly shows that the longer teachers teach, the more aware they are of the importance of soft skills to complement their hard skills in the teaching and learning process. The following are some examples of the explanations teachers gave for the value grading shown in the previous tables:
Teacher 3 --who has been teaching English for ten years -said "I grade the teaching values in the order of building a good rapport first with the students, then moving on to the originality and creativity aspects, and finally ending with necessary skills and knowledge required to transmit. This order is based on my own experience as a teacher that you cannot teach students anything unless you have successfully established a good relationship with them. Five or ten years ago, I would rank the order the other way around, beginning from hard skills first, then moving on to the soft skills. The shift happens because of many factors, including lack of teaching experience, the culture of workplace contexts, limited knowledge and understanding of pedagogical practices, etc." This teacher put Attentiveness in the first rank, Warmth in the second rank, and Enthusiasm in the third rank.
Teacher 4 -who has been teaching for six years -said: "Five or ten years ago, the order would be different; perhaps I would rely on the characteristics that only cover the 'fundamental' methods / theory of teaching and not the social skills, which are later proven to be the characteristic needed in 'real' teaching atmosphere." He also said: "The real teaching environment is very different. I think there is a big gap between the theories and 'the real world' of teaching." The teacher chose Enthusiasm as the first rank, Expertise in the second rank, and Readiness to experiment in the third rank."
Teacher 27 -who has been teaching English for 36 years -chose Attentiveness as the first rank, Reliability in the second rank, and Readiness to experiment in the third rank. He said: "I would rank the teaching values differently if I ranked them five or ten years ago, because when I was young, I wanted to give, give, and give something to make other people successful, but now I become aware that before doing and giving something we have to listen first to our students in order to find out their real needs."
Teacher 11 -who has been teaching English for ten years -explained: "For me, I grade the teaching values in this order as a reflection of my experience. Teaching requires willingness to cast a critical eye on our practice, our pedagogy and ourselves." She graded Expertise in the first rank, Attentiveness in the second rank, and Enthusiasm in the third rank.
Teacher 18 -who has been teaching English for 27 years -explained: "I grade the teaching values in this order based on my experience as a teacher. I used to think that a lecturer must be an expert, but then I feel that the students will be easy to work with if they trust you. Now I think that as a teacher I must help them to understand the lesson better and then you will have the feeling of a great pleasure in teaching and you don't feel tired of teaching anymore." She put Reliability in the first rank, Enthusiasm in the second rank, and Flexibility in the third rank.
From the explanations previously mentioned, it can be concluded that the teaching value grading changes along with the teaching experience. Eleven teachers said that they would have graded the teaching values differently if they did it five or ten years ago, while other eleven teachers said the grading would be slightly different and only five of them said that it would be the same. From the analysis of the teaching values, it is found out that only three teachers, out of the twenty-seven teachers, consistently chose the same values for the first, second and third rank when they were asked to grade the values at two different times, although the order of importance is different. Twelve teachers chose four values for the first and second time of grading, whereas ten and two teachers chose five and six values in their order of importance for the first and second time of grading, as can be seen below in Table 6 . As it is previously mentioned, the lecturers are consistently evaluated by their students every semester. They require at least an average score of 3, on a 4-point scale to have a good teaching performance. However, the following table shows that not all lecturers got the required-3 score; only thirteen lecturers (48%) got the average score of 3 for both hard and soft skills. From table 7 it can be seen that when lecturers got an average score of >3 for their soft skills, they also got a >3-score for their hard skills, except 2 lecturers. Furthermore, it can be concluded that their rating performance does not relate to the values they hold. This happens probably because of two reasons: the value has not been well implemented yet or the rating performance done by the students is not objective. These reasons are not discussed in the study and they might be worth for further research. Next, when the average scores of hard skills and soft skills of the lecturers are compared (see Table 7 ), interesting results are gained. There are twenty lecturers whose average scores of soft skills are higher than those of the hard skills, whereas five lecturers have got higher average scores of their hard skills than those of the soft skills and two lecturers have the same average scores of their hard and soft skills. The specific soft skill which got the highest scores in the students' evaluation is the lecturers' skill in giving the students opportunity to ask questions and to have a discussion during the teaching and learning process. Twenty lecturers (74%) got the highest scores for this soft skill. In this case, it can be concluded that the lecturers' soft skills are better than their hard skills from the students' point of view. This is reflected in the lecturers' explanation previously mentioned that when they are more experienced in teaching, they likely shift their focus of attention to the soft skills.
In the research thirteen lecturers, out of twenty-seven ones, taught small classes of English Department students and big classes of non-English Department students. When the rating performance of teaching small and big classes is compared, it is known that the scores of big classes is higher. Ten lecturers (77%) got higher scores in their hard skills and nine lecturers (69%) got higher scores in their soft skills when teaching big classes. This is quite a surprise since most people believe that teaching big classes is more difficult than teaching small classes. Table 8 shows the detailed rating performance. In the research, there were nineteen lecturers teaching big and small classes of non-English Department. When the scores of the students' evaluation are compared, it can be seen that the students of big classes gave higher scores to their lecturers than those of all classes taught (see Table 9 ); thirteen lecturers (68%) got higher scores in their hard skills from the students of the big classes they taught, while five lecturers (26%) got higher scores in their hard skills from the students of all classes they taught, and only one lecturer got the same score for his hard skills in teaching big and all classes he taught. On the other hand, seventeen lecturers (89%) got higher scores for their soft skills from big classes rather than all classes they had. Only one lecturer got lower score for his soft skills from the big classes he taught and another lecturer got the same score from the students of the big and all classes. Thus, from the research it is found that the biggest portion of the lecturers' rating performance -both hard and soft skills -is contributed by students from big classes. Whether or not the result is consistent in any context with any participant, further research is needed. 
CONCLUSIONS
To sum up the entire research, the results of the study suggest that there be a change in the teaching-value grading along with teaching experience. The more experienced a teacher is, the more soft skills he focuses on to complement the hard skills he has had. The first time the lecturers were given the list of teaching values, Expertise, Enthusiasm and Reliability were selected as the first, second and third rank based on the order of importance. However, the second time the lecturers were asked to do the same thing, Expertise and Enthusiasm were in the first rank, Attentiveness was in the second rank, and Reliability was in the third rank. Furthermore, because teaching values are not fixed and their implementation is very difficult to evaluate, further research is needed to find out whether there is a relationship between teaching values and high/low rating performance of teachers since the study reported that there was no relationship between teaching values and the rating performance of the teachers. Moreover, in the study almost all teachers are graded higher of their soft skills compared to their hard skills, especially in giving students an opportunity to ask questions and to discuss something. The scores of teachers' hard and soft skills were proven to be higher in big classes rather than small classes. This is very surprising since most people think that teaching English to more than 50 students in one classroom is more difficult than that in small classes. Therefore, again, further research is needed to prove the consistency of the result, whether it happens in other contexts with other participants.
